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BEYOND THE WALL CEART: ISSUES FOR THE STATES

Background
The flurry of reports on the decline of education in America has
catapulted the use of statistics to the top of the educational agenda as a

means of ensuring that the many recommendations for reform will, in fact,

improve educational attaimment. This interest in statistics or indicators of
educational achievement is now a public focus because of the demand,
particularly at the federal level, for educational accountability and the
acknowledged need for timely, accurats; relevant and valid measures of
achievement: This paper will lay the foundation with a description of the
national efforts to develop cross-state comparative indicators. It wiil also
review activities in the six Northwest state assessment programs, ontlinme the
promises for the national program and suggest issues for states.

The National Commission on Excellence in Education Task Force who wrote

A Nation at Risk recognized the great difficulty in obtaining indicators of
educational achievement. Other reporters on the status of education also
lamented the "sorry state of educational statistics.® Interest in national

statistics on education is not limited to the Office of Education where almost
two years of study of "The Redesign® of educational statistics is under
consideration. The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) has called
for a collaborative effort to design a cross-state system of indicators for
educational accountability. In 1984, the CCSSO voted to move forward with
their project that would culminate in comparative educational indicators. Fof
over a year, the National Governors' Association has been working on

recommendations for a five-year education agenda. The chairman of that task



force, Governor Lamar Alexander of Tennessee, has recently been selected by
Secretary of Education William J. Berinett to serve as chair of a joint U.S.

5e§artmen£ of Education and National Academy of Education Task Force on ways
to improve measurement of the i:étformance of students and schools across the
ééuntry:

It is clear from this activity that the governors, legislators and Chief
State School Officers-<who cohtrol the majonty of educational
expencitures—are iﬁéiéi§iﬁ§i§ éeing expected to provide proof of educational

attainment to the general public and active business coalitions. The wave of

enthusiasm for numbers—ratings and rankings<<has mét with abbieviated
accounts and at times, equivocation. Thus, there is same feeling by elected
officials and the public that professional ediicators have deliberately

withheld information or have provided data that is meant to obfuscate. When
cars and refrigerators can be rated and compared; the public does not readily
understand or accept why it is not possible to measure and report educational
outcokes.

The major task in achieving national educational accountability is to
decide what common measures to collect and how to coliwct éhem; 5ecision§ on
these issues will impact who will pay for it. The proposals at the national
level have so far centered on the éévélbpﬁéﬁé of common indicators of
educational achievement and the concomitant indicators that will describe of
explain any differences that might exist. Attention has been given to methods

of data collection (e:g., sampling issues, existing versus new data

collection). The impact and interaction of national efforts with state and
local efforts has not yet been thoroughly considered. "Who will pay?" is
another question that appears not to have been clearly and explicitly

aédresSeé .



The purpose of thiz paper is to provide information on the issues
surrounding the development of Cross-state comparative indicaters to the Chief
State School Officers and others in the six member states of the Northwest
Regional Educational Laboratory: These issues can be broadly definea as
policy issues and technical issues: Policy issues primarily focus on the
desirability of the prnposal while the technical issues focus on feasibility.
These, however, are not éutuaii& exclusive. In many instances issues may

overlap with policy issues often giving guidance to technical ones.

In this discussion, it is not the 5ui§ése to endorse or contrast either of
the two plans for a national indicator prbiééti the Chiefs’ Evaluation and
Assessment Center project; or the U:S: Department of Education's plan for the
rééésign of elementary and secondary data collection. Rather, they will be
considered as one. Both have a similar goal: to collect comprehensive indices
of educational performance across the states. They differ, however, in their
focus and procedures for developiry their plans. The Chiefs' project is
currently designed to collect data samples for inter-state analysis. The U.S.
Department of Education is sampling schools for a school level analysis, which
may be aggregated to the state level.

This paper will complement the Chiefs' recent White Paper (April 30, 1986)
on options for three issues pertinent to implamentation of a national
indicator project: (1) identification of subject matter domains £of

assessment; (2) the scale for analysis and reporting of results and (3)

administration and standardization of testing across the states. Comment will
be made on these as well as the broader policy issues such as cost,
reorganization of state and local testing goals, and narrower, but perhaps

more intractable issues, such as developing common definitions.



Part I will briefly identify the existing assessment programs in the 8ix
Northwest states. Part II will present the goals or promises of a national

indicator program. Part IIl will identify the issues related to implementing
such a program. Thus, we will examine where we are, where we are going, and

the issues surrounding how we are going to get there.

Finally, each issue raises the prospéci of a decision that will be made.
States may participate in making these choices as they consider their decision
to participate in the national project. States now have an bppbrtuniiy to
impact the design by 1aising issues that are of concern. A brief listing of

these decisions are included in the appendix.

PART I. ASSESSMENT PROGRAMS IN THE SIX NORTHWEST STATES

Five of the six Northwest states have statewide assessment programs.
Salient features of these programs are presented in Table 1. Most
noteworthy are their differences: Variation occurs in the testing
instruments, age levels tested, testing cycle, number and choice of grade

levels tested and cost per student.

Refer to Table 1

Similarity occurs in the purposes or goalsS of the testing program. All of
the states with assessment programs use the results for curriculum improvement

and public accountability. In this regard, assessment directors rovealed that



TABLE 1

NORTAWEST STATE ASSESSMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Test Subjects Grade Cycle Population Purposes Cost -~ -
- . L _ N _ oo (Eérstu,di,
Bi-annual Universe Curriculum imprrovenent $50-60, 00
Hinter 8 15,0600 Public accountability {$4/studer

Student diagnostic *

ka state  Math s,
Déveloped Reading 4,

1 SAT Math 3,6,8,10 Amual  Universe  Curriculum imorovement  $200,000
Reading 3,6,8,10 6,8, 10F1 @50,000 Public accountability ($4/studer
Writing 3,6 3 Spring Student diagnostic *

C3M Basic Skills 3 School level improvement

T tniverse  Curriculm proveent  §46,000
LLbS Reading 8 N Winter @ 30,000 Public accountability ($1.53/stu
Writing 8 n Student diagnostic *
- Science- - 8, N
State Social Stud. 8, N
Developed Wrtg/ref sklis g, N
ana No state Testing Program
Annual Sample  Curriculum improvement  $100,00
Winter @ 25,000 Pablic accountabil‘ty ($4/studer

on State Reading
Developed Math
Writing

ington  MAT Math
Reading/lang

. 8, 10 Annual Universe  Curriculum {mprovement  $150,000
; 8, 10 Fall @ 110,000  Public accountability  ($1.36/sts
Student Diagnostic *

F Y YN
-

e dram from interviews with state Assessment and Evaluation staff, February and June 1985.

dent diagnostic should be interpreted to include placement or selection for special programs as well as diagnostic informa
1an tndividual students’ specific instruction in a classroom.

yy v




data collected over time js viewed as one of the common strengths. Their
trend data are used for reviewing curriculum changes and the impact of various
re forms.

Four of the States use the state testing program for individual student

infommation. Providing individual student test results was vicwed as a
service to smaller districts and necessitated a move from sampling to universe

testing.

Variation within the states is as great or greater than that among the
states (Coe, 1986). Local educational agencies report individual diagnostic

testing for placement ana remediation, cnirriculum development and assessment,

and reporting to parents. Many times, the local school districts use tests

other than those used by the state; and they test at other giade levels and
times. Some local agencies, however, report little or no additional

assessment activity, while others fé;éit extensive local iééting. Thus, with
the exception of math and reading tests in all the five states, there is
little commonality in the Northwest state assessment programs in number of
subject areas, time of year for testing, grade levels tested or Epééific tests
used. This suggests some difficulty in using existing state assessment
programs for any interstate comparisons:

PART II. THE PROMISE OF NATIONAL INDICATORS

The goals of a national assessment of educational performance include

accounting for the use of fiscal resources; comparing the effectiveness of
state or district reforms; ensuring economic advantage; generating public

support; balancing Scarce resources amond the states through federal

bt |
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The promise for using educational indicators is that they will help
educators at all levels be accountable for the vast amount of money spent on
education, and they will assist states and districts in sorting out productive
reforms. To that end, national indicators of achievement have already been
produced in the form of the *Wall Chart® Eirst prepared by the U.S. Department
of Education in 1985. The Wall Chart presents states educational statistics
such as average test scores for the Scholastic Aptitude Test and the Amer ican
The purpose of these comparisons was to present to the public "for the first
time® a concept of academic accountability that went beyon¢ counts of
students, teachers, courses or costs. The Wall Chart offers one comparative
picture of the educational outcames in each state. Its publication caused
great concern among educators and researchers alike over its essential
validity, reliability and fairness:. It is these issues that activities
surrounding the development of alternatives addresses.

Providing comparative data across states or districts is intuitively a
reasonable notion. It has been driven in part by the growing movement away

from the local funding of education to state funding and influence. Figure 1

graphically presents these shifts . Figure 2 indicates these Shifts as well

as the proportion of federal, state or local funds for education. In each of
the Northuest states, the percentage of state funding has increased from a

is for states to set directions and standards for local educati



Thé promise for using educational indicators is that they will help
edqucators at all levels be accountable for the vast amount Oof money spent on
reforms. To that end, national indicators of achievement have already been

produced in the form of the "Wall Chart” first prepared by the U.S. Department

~f Education in 1985. The Wall Chart presents states educational statistics
such as average test scores for the Scholastic ixptitutié Test and the American
College Test, and a number of contextual factors such as degree of poverty:
The purpose of these comparisons was to present tc the public "for the first
time® a concept of academic accountability that went beyond counts of
students, teachers, courses or costs. Tiié wall Chart offers one comparative
picture of the educational outcomes in each state. Its publication caused
great concern among educators and researchers alike over 1Es ééééﬁéia’i
validity, reliability and fairness. I is these issues that activities
surrounding the development of alternatives addresses.

Providing camparative data across states or Qistricts is intuitively a
reasonable notion. It has been driven in part by the growing movement away
from the local funding of education to state funding and influence. Figure 1
graphically presents these shifts . Figure 2 indicates these shifts as well
as the proportion of federal, state or local funds for education. In each of
the Northwest states, the percentage of state funding has increased from a
decade ago. One consequence of assuming increased financial responsibility,
is for states to set directions and standards for local educational agencies.
Information may be collécted on how these directions are followed and what
effect variations in educatioral choices created by state standards, laws and
curricula, have on such things as teacher Selection and quality and, most

importantly, students.
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in the six Northwest
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Making comparisons is not a new phenomenon. Parents and communities have

a test. They want to know whether that score was “"commendabl2" or "lower than
acceptable.” With the emphasis on economic competition among communities,

states, and nations, the general public seeks to be assured that children in

this class, school, district and state are ééiﬁé as well or better than
others: Not as explicit, but also a critical need, is for the public to know
whether students are éaiﬁé "well éiéiiéﬁ- to &dnfsete in a variety of arenas,
e.g., vechnical, academic, military.

One potential benefit of state comparis-~ns of educational performance,

that may ensure participation and cooperation among many states; is that the

favorable academic comparisons support the positive and successful bids for
industrial locations. The economic motive has a tendency to separate
educators, who are motivated by a desire to know what works, and public
officials, who are motivated by the "bottom line.® The transition from an
ihaﬁétiiéi econamy to a service and information ééShéﬁy has created great job

displacement and migration from state to state. With thousands of jobs being

lost to foreign nations, states are competing with each other for new business
and industry. Most see education as inextricably tied to economic development

and view a rush to rate states educationally as a necessary marketing tool to

woo businesses: Many businesses are making location decisions based on the
skills and capabilities of the local workforce. States that are willing to
share their educational successes will be viewed more favorably, pariicuiariy
if that accdﬁniabiii£§ is believed to drive continuous analysis and revision
that can result in improved education.

A related purpose for providing state and local comparisons of educational
performance is to elicit the necessary public suppori for education in an era

0 - -
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when 60 percent or more of the voters do not have children in school (Cardenas

and First, 1985; Moynihan, 1986). This non=school related pcpuiatiori is less
and less accepting of altruistic motives as a basis of support for education:
The baby boom population of middle-aged adults is increasingly aware that if
they do not support education, theif own retirement security will be
threatened. They are becoming painfuiiy aware that a social security program
that began with ten workers for every beneficiary; will only too Soon have
three workers to every beneficiary (The Futures Group, 1984). They are
becoming aware that the American economy can no longer withstand a workforce
in which one-half of new workers lack skills in spelling, grammar, ané
computing, nor can the economy support the 20 £o 30 percent of the adult
population not "functionally competent® to manage their own 1ives (Snyder,
1984). It is increasingly apparent to this generatioa that failure to educate
the younger generation will not only affect thut generation, but the following
one as well.

Whatever the fiaws and problems inherent in rewarding either good or poor
performance (i.e., providing financial aid to those with low scores), same
béiiévé that federal financial éﬁﬁﬁéét (or sanctions) to support ééﬁboi
reforms will result from sharing national data with state comparisons: Just
as the federal government took on much of the costs of educating handicapped
youngsters (Madaus, 1979), a new federal role migkt be focused on school
inprovenent and reform support.

Another purpose or promise of such comparisons is that they will provide
to educators and the general public an understanding of the success or failure
of the various educational reforms. Each state and district has launched its

own review and is selecting from the array of reforms, those which appear to

fit its people and its pocketbook. If reforms can be linked to measurabile
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gains or advantage in its students, others will want to emulate those
reforms. The overall result is expected to be more effective education.

A more practical promise for comparisons among states or districts is that
when the reforms and research produée results; curricula and teaching quality
both within anG across states will standardize, or at least become more
public. This will allow children to move from state to state with minor
disruptions in their education.

Beyond comparisons at the state level lie the potential and promise of
districts (or schools) as the unit of analysis. It could be argued that t:
closer the unit of aggregation to students the more accurate will be the
results. This is true not only in the statistical sense but also in the
practical sense: Administrators who know that their school/district is being
measured will be interested in the results and the quaiii? of data réported.
The publicity surrounding such reports is believed to provide a strong
incentive for school or district leaders to focus on areas of deficiency while
maintaining areas of strength.

Factors involved in educational attainment are often better uﬁéétstoaa by
€he general public when describing the local school or local district. The
local people are more familiar with local factors that either raise or lower

“average scores.® The local communities know that they can influence and
control their district/school personnel if school performance is not deemed

acceptable. The human and resource factors associated with state averages are
sometimes less well ﬁﬁééiéfééa; Thus, a further promise of comparative

educational performance is that local communities might be brought into the

§é651éfn solving and decision making about educational performance.

16
ENC— ~ ——




District and/or school comparisons offer much oromise because of Ehe
research used and cited in the effective schools movement. This movement is
based on the premise that it is the School where learnifg ana decision making
about learning take place. Accordingly; when comparisons of schools provide

the basis for how a school is doing related to others, both high- and low-

achieving schools provide a reference for further analysis. Successful
efforts can be emulated and unsuccessful ones discarded.

Taken together, the promises of state (or local) camparisons of
educational success present as an opportunity to establish, maintain and

forefront of the public agenda.

PART III. ISSUES IN IMPLEMENTING PERFORMANCE COMPARISONS

The 1984 vote of the Chiefs to move toward state ccﬁparisong established a
clear policy direction. This vote was not taken lightly and reflects the
political imperative of the majority of the chiefs. Yet in both designing and
include redirecting state or local goals, structures; cost, usefulness, state
vs. local indicators, measures and measutement framework, and specific
iﬁpiéﬁéﬁéééiéﬁ issues such as data Bﬁfééﬁ, téEéiﬁé cycle, sampling and

exclusions.

1. State Or Local Goals Por Education May Be Redirected.

Redirecting the goals of education or its oréanizniibﬁ presents
significant issues to states and dictricts. Issues discussed are the
organizational and structural issues of a state office of assessment, changing

13
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curriculum or outcomes of education and setting goals based on test scores or
other indicators. These are discussed below:

Restructured State Assessment. The goals and functions of education are

frequently embodied in the structure and organization of the state departments
assessment program: Yet it appears that one of the major assumptions
underlying much of the discussion and developments to date is tha: national
indicators can be developed and collected without sacrificing existing state

assessment programs. States will, however, find that it may be necessary to
address the ways that the national indicators might be collected as part of,
or in conjunction with, ongoing state assessments and data collection.

The "White Paper® developed by Ramsay Seldon on April 30, 1986, outlined
three options for EEEEBiiEEiﬁé the content of the assessment iéété and
reported that most states leaned toward a process that would use an "optimal
consensus® approach: In this scheme, the content of the tests consists OF
“hat is generally agreed to be the domain that “should® be taught. It was
noted that this will give states flexibility in determining what their
specific emphases will be. This is considered a disadvantage by some because
it iill be difficult to reach ;éééé;é;é on subject-matter that will stretch
peyond current practice or a minifium competency. In addition to reaching
agreement on this issue, it is not clear how the balance will be struck
between “having flexibility" to decide on emphasis and states discounting
results because "we emphasize EEﬁéEﬁiﬁé different.”

If the test content "represents the maximum breadth and depth in each

subject,” then it is likely that this will lead to a test with multiple forms

that measure a number of dimensions, rather than a single form that is

14
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typically used in Northwest state assessments: This is similar to the current

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) process and could result in

The issue of whether to have a single score that covers a broad area,

e.g., reading, or whether to have ﬁﬁiiiéié §EBEE§; é;é;; reading

comprehension; word attack; depends on who needs the information. If the

than for making decisions about what to do; then the single measure becomes a

03

more viable method. Ultimately, however, legislators, state boards and the

percent that is below the midpoint. The top 50 percent will be faced with the

question of how to improve:

a comparable index that can be used to report outcames. It is very likely

that the status reported on the national indicator(s) willi differ From the

can range froa different test contents to different reference groups. Many

states use nationally norm-referenced tests and report status in terms of

average scores, percentiles or grade equivalents. Experience in California

and in other states suggest that confusion and consternation can result when
the public is told chat we are at the XXth pércéﬁtiié on our local test but
are ai the YYth percentile on state norms. If the national indicator étbcesé
results in such confusion, then one of its primary purposes, i.e. o have a
common index across states that the public will readily understand, will be

compromised.

15



States will also have to deal with the possibility that any state
comparison approach will lead to yet more information in frequently assessed
areas of féiéiﬁé and math with only secondary priority for areas such as

science and social studies. If this is true, then the goal for the indicators

to stretch current practices and minimum achievement levels will also be in
areas for which much information already exists and will be minimal in other
areas of school emphasis:

Redirected Curriculum. When traditional measures of achievement in math,

reading;, science, writing or the arts, are used as indicators of outcome, the

curriculum may narrow to these topics and thus be restructured for all

students: Focusing on academic units has the potential to restrict the
variety of school experiences and even limit the array of skills appropriate
for training. Thus, scme schools, districts and states that have piaéed a
heavier emphasis on vocational education, rather than academic preparation,
will find their educational goals redirected.

iﬁéééiéiﬁé academic éeéﬁiremeﬁts may be based on a mistaken aééuﬁpiibﬁ
that all students can benefit from a more rigorous curriculum. While much has
been learned about effective schooling for the disaévahtagéé; it is not iéi
clear whether the increasing numbers of disadvantaged students will be better
served or achieve more through additional coursework requirements or through
alternatives that match their skills and aptitudes.

Curriculum sequence may be affected when tests on certain topics are
inclided in various grade levels. For example, if an 1lth grade math test
includes significant measurement of algebraic concepts, then local curriculum
éésigﬁéts fay encourage offering the basic course at the 10th grade to

increase average scores.

16

20



One possible positive effect of the interest in educational accountability
is the potential for more common curricula across states and districts. While
a standardized curriculum offers some beneficial or promising effects, it may

anc methods to focus on the common curriculum. If there are true differences

between the students and education offered in each state. then standardizing
the curriculum would have to be done with the iowest achieving students in

mind, lest these students be unable to profit from the "new curriculum.®

Educational Outcome. Closely related to coursework redirection, is the

potential for narrowing the educational focus to only the outcomes tested or
measured by any indicator program. Such redirection occurs over time, for
example, as the measurement of basic skills supersedes higher order skills, or

perhaps when testing reading supersedes writing.

Misplaced Direction. If the public maintains its interest in educational

indicators, education at all levels may run the risk of emphasizing and acting
on factors that are only mildly associated with achievement: For example,
class size is viewed as an important ®input/resource," *policy/practice,® or
"process® variable that iﬁfiﬁéﬁééé achievement: If achievement is low, a
state or district may conclude that reducing class size will have the
desirable result. Research; however; is equivocal on the linear relationship
between class size and achievement gains. Such an emphasis would be extremely
costly and would likely lead to little gain. On the other hand, using a
finding that no relationship exists or that class size at least is not
associated with low achievement could lead o an equally indefensible policy

to increase class size.
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Settinc Goals. Another 1iEéié;é5§i¢5Eéé issue is that current achievement

tests were not designed to be used to set test-oriented goals: They are

designed to sample those skills or knowledge generally thought to be

tested=—and not on the objectives, skills or even test items from which the
test was developed.

One of the more difficult technical issues related to developing district
or state indicators is that of using the indicators to set performance goals.

Encouraging annual increases in absolute as well as Eéiééiire performance,

supposes that the whole x;:ange or significant pori:ions of students can have
iéarniﬁé gains and perfomm bei—.i:ér éacii ’ah’é every Yeéf; These g‘iiﬁé are
considered against last year's class of students: This year's fifth graders
must learn and achieve more than last year's fifth graders. Next year's must
do better than this 9355;3; é&éﬁf'. ac hie vement 56659 éams &én Be confused
with learning when efforts are made to: (1) ééiiéicp more "aligned®
instruction, (2) provide motivational incentives or (3) assist students in
becoming more testwise.

A frequent problem mentioned in current educational reform literature is
the potential to increase the number of dropouts by réq'hiiiﬁg’ higher levels of
perfomance or greater numbers of academic subjects to advance from grade to
grade. Research on the potential impact on school rét'ehtib{i has been
equivocal. Some have argued that educators can now use the effective
schooling techniques with lower performing students and achieve more favorable
outcomes. They argue that lower performing students can meet higher
exf:eéi:ai:mns and thus will Lﬁ;mve overall school averages. Yet, recently, the

ie _Z 7;
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majority of principals surveyed in Texas attributed a 14 percent increase in
student dropcuts to the tightened curricular ana graduation requirements

(Education Week, May 21, 1986).

Beyond the issues mentioned above are the practical difficulties for a
local school district. Some states now use regression analysis to indicate to

districts how much their scores must improve for the state average Score to

reach its goal. Indicating a district's "share® of state improvement could
infuence a state or district's ﬁiliiigﬁééé to volunteer to be inciuded in a
national indicator E&Séegé at best or result in local manipuiation in the
procforing; scoring or seiection of st&deﬁéé; at worst.
2. Costs Could Displace Existing Ediication Programs
The provision of state-by-state comparisons has been accomplished through
the publication of the Wall Chart. Those who desire a more valid, fair and
reliable measure for comparison recognize that their enthusiasm may diminish
when the costs are totaled. At this time, consideration has focused on few
options:
1. Use adjustments for state demographics and percentages of students
taking the SAT.
2. Develop links (e.g., anchoi tests; bridge questions) between existing
state tests.
3. Expand NAEP testing samples for state comparisons.
4. Support the Chiefs' project to develop commonly agreed upon
indicators and ;Eoéédurés for collecting and reporting at the state
level.
5. Support the U.S. Department of Education effort for district lev'ei

sampiing and reporting.
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validity--~probably in decreasing order: Each also represents additional
costs to be borne by states—-in ascending order.

The current Wall Chart represents the least éiﬁéﬁéiiure and effort by any
level of government. Adjustments or corrections for the selection of students
éhé demographic factors must be carried out Sy those familiar with statistical
procedures and aware of the threats to validity. Given the OnGerns over
adjustments (Weiner, 1986), the practical matter, however, is that after
scores are released, newspaper reporters see no further newsworthiness in the
corrections which may come at a later date.

For the Northwest states, all of whom present respectable average SAT
scores, tﬁé ﬁbti?&éiéﬁ to SSEEiéiééfé i; Siééiéééi;é étrategies is not driven
by the need to equivocate on local scores to the public, but by a need to
report more fairiﬁ, €.g., to control for the degree to which only a higher

level or subset of students take the tests.

Developing nationally standardized items for inclusion in state
assessments poses an alternative cost effective approach. This would require
the appropriate equating studies such that all levels of potential difficulty
could be included in the common scale: This alternative would also require
states to include the appropriate questions at the various levels of
éiféiéﬁit& in the state testing Eéﬁgram; States with their own tests may not
£ind these additions overly burdensome, while those with standardized
pubiiéhéi:’-ciéiiéiéiiéé tests would have to ad§u§£ preprinted, s’ténéataiz’éd tests
to include the items. Such an item pool concept using NAEP as a basis is

under consideration by CCSSO and the U.S. Department of Education.
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Expanding NAEP for statewide comparisons, such as in the (Southern
Regional Educational Board (SREB) pilot study, provides the state averages at
a cost of $35,000 per grade per subject per state.

The Chiefs' project planning envisions a limited NAEP type assessment per

subject and grade level. A minimum of §35,000 has been suggersted for the one

grade, one subject version: This is the cost for contractor services. States
must assume responsibility for collecting the data, iGentifying Student sample
frames, coordinating the collection effort and so on. The maximum per state
with three grades and five subjects is projected to be §500,000. If new data
collection, such as collecting common dropout statiskicss measures of teacher
perfommance or student ‘éﬁéégeﬁént‘ were advanced, additional costs would be
projected for each §a:£icipating state.

The Department of Education program has not detecmined the cost as yet
because the decision on the test design and consequent sampling design will
affect the totals. Current estimates are $35 to §50 per student per subject.

The cost issue is highly related to purpose. If states/districts believe
it is important to have a more fair, valiad and reliable measure of state

school achievement, then the cost per year per grade could easily be $160,000

plus, per state. A comprehensive NAEP type testing envisioned by at least on
of the national designs, using several grade levels, would increase the costs

up to $600,000 per state: It is important to note that eéstimated costs For

these options are in addition to costs for ongoing state assessment programs
In the NWREL region, only Hawaii has state costs excesding the most limited
estimates. If the states are not able to find additional support, either
through their own appropriations, or federal designations, then it might be
necessary to consider either iinking or equating state assessments or making

the national assessment a subset of state assessments.
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With increasing demands from all public spending areas in the states, ana
budgetary ceilings in many, monies for any testing program are likely to come

from existing state and federal budgets. State legislators may find it

difficult to revise spending priorities for educators who need to know “what

to do about it" when all the public wants to know is "who won:"

3. Differences Among Students Confound Educational Outcome Differences

The use of comparative educational indicators implies that the factors

associated with differences among states in educational performance may be

attributable o differences in state curriculum or teaching quaiiii. These
factors, however, are confounded by nimerous other "contextual® factors that
differentiate the states as well. These include demographic factors such as

the number ana percentage of minority students, low income students, students

whose primary language is not English, exceptional students (both gifted and
special education) and resources within the state available for education
(e.g., assessed valuation, per capita wealth, per student spending). Since it

scores (White, 1982;Powell and Steelman, 1984), differences in test scores
across states are due to the variable distribution of pc@uiatiOﬁs and
resources across the States rather than to the quality of education aione.
These differences must be ééééigéiééiiy adjusted across states in order to
assess Ehe EEEECté of tﬁé educational éyéééﬁ alone. There are, however,
technical problems associated with this adjustment: But more importantly, the
public wants to know why all students cannot equally profit from the
educational opportunities offered by the states. iéﬁugﬁihé has the effect of

removing from consideration the scores for any selected group (e.g., lower

sociceconomic, limited English) in order to test the effects of esducation
alone.

26



If one of the reasons for having indicators of educational performance is
to suégeé& to the boiicy Eakérs and potential businesses that a giVEﬁ state's
population has an acceptable achievement level compared to other states then
adjusting for differences due to écpuiations only obscures the differences

that the business will find if it moves to that state seeking to hire that
“average® person.
A common solution to adjusting is to present data from various subgroups

separately: Thus; the NAEP or SREB will present average scores for white and
black students. Such a presentation may urge educators to focus on the needs
of specific growps, but it may also serve to magnify prejudice or reduce

efforts because of perceived futility.

4. Long-Term Utility of National Comparisons Presents Challenges
Another issue associated with comparing state averages is the ultimate
utility of the measures offered. Comparisons offered on noru-referenced tests
suggest that a number of states will be above the average and a number will be

below. Under a hypothetical condition of equal score distributions in each

state, average test scores (and ranking) could be “low® one year and "high®
the next year because of chance (sampling error) alone. It should be expected

that the average scores among states could fall on a bell shaped curve. If

that happened, the majority of States or districts would fall in the middle,

Criterion-referenced tests could offer équaiiy misleading results. If
state variation in test performance was large, then the test would have to be
developed with the lowest performing states in mind, lest too many of their
students fail. If an "easy” test were created, 100 percent of students in
other states might pass.
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One of the arguments for national comparisons is that educators and the
public alike will be able to determine “what works® by examining the
educational éiéiéié of high- and ioﬁ-achiéving states. Given that most, if
not all, of the states are introducing many reforms, the analysis of the
ééééééi6éneés cf any given reform could éagiii be ibét Qithout fﬁtthéi

evaluation studies. The indicators, as currently described, would provide
minimal insight.

Long=tem utility of state indicators of educational performance may cause
great initial concern among those states ébing poorly. If reforms and greater
resources do not produce cesults, then apathy and neglect could foliow:
Further; no single ctate is emphasizing education in iSolation Efom Gthers.
Rather, all stateés to one degree of another are focusing on educational
“excellence®. Thus, major financial and reform efforts in Some States may
prove to have fo consequential effect on the state's relative position in a
national ranking.

5. State vs. Local Indicators: Practical and Statistical Problems

State level data production runs into a number of practical and political

problems. Most notably is the political and philosophical belief that
education is a local prerogative and respohsibiiiti. Cooperating with a
demand for data that will be available on a state to state basis promises
little payoff for a local administrator. The data, when aggregated to the
state level cannot be attributed to a particular district or school. There is

data collection has frequently resulted in data that are inaccurate.
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Aggregation of data to the state level presents problems of interpreta-
tion. Most inaiirsts would suggest that when individual scores are 'aégtég'até&
ahid considered with 9roup measures such as teacher's education; per pupil cost
and so forth; they should be presented §é’parétéi’y. This is to avoid a complex
corréiationai analysis implyiﬁg cause and effect at the individual level.
Comber; et: al (1973) Esr’esenf data at the school and individual levei on
factors such as socioecoromic status, sex and type of school associated with
science test results. The percent of variance explained is approximately half
as great at the student level as it is for the school level. Socioeconomic
status served as a much more effective explanatory variable for school scores
(f:erc::eni: explained was 67 percent) than for méxvx&uél scores (22 f:éit::ent
explained): Others have reported variance for schools in the range of 45
percent and that of individuals 10 to 15 percent (Carter, 1984; White, 1982).

Some argue that interpretations of aggregated data may overestimate the
correlation and variation associated with student characteristics: (Robinson,

1950; Slatin, 1974; Bryant el al, 1974). Burstein (1981) argues that

aggregation "generally inflates the estimated effects of pupil backdround and
decreases the likelihood of identifying teacher and classroom characteristics
that are effective® (p. 195).

Aggregating at the state level ignores the variation that occurs at the
district and school level. While many believe there is control within the
state on certain indicators, it may be only partial control: For example,
within some of the Northwest states, there is a common Scope and Sequence of
cvrri’ciiium offered as state guides. Districts, ﬁSﬁéi&éE; are allowed to select

from many textbook publishers the text and curriculum emphasis they wish to



pursue. This allows fourth graders in one school to be working on pre-basic
skills, another school may have fourth graders working on basic skills, and
yet another may have them working on higher-order skills:

Using state aggregates requires caution regarding intériarétatibh; school

or district units of analysis may require further evplanation as weii. For

example, in matrix sanpling.’ school classrooms are selected to be
representative. Yet within some states there is so much in-(California;
score variation could hardly be attributable to the education in that school,
but to the changing composition of the student populatiion.

Using financial measures at the school or district level also clouds the
issue. It is a well-established fact that more resources are needed (and in
oSt cases spent) for disadvantaged students (special education teachers;
curriculum advisors; aides; etc): Schools in weaiihi areas with highér tax
bases spend proportionately less on education. Answering the equity issue is
not easy when some schools and districts get more money than others and have
diverse student populations to serve, and when there is no direct of cleat
relation between resources and needs.

6. The Model and The Measures Potentially Restrict the Collection and

Analysis of Information.

The selection of appropriate indicators depends on their purpose or use,
and on an appropriate theory or model of education. The purposes of the
educational indicators have ranged from describing a state's education program

to the deveiopment of correlational statistics that iupiy pOténtiai causal
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relationships between indicators that affect education:. The descriptive
aéﬁro;:ﬁ E)Ee:ii;e is that the indicator is sufficient in and of itself to
fashion may allow the reader to deduce empirically or make judgments

concerning the indicators and their ﬁbﬁéﬁﬁiii relationships. Others arque for

public. Yet; the desire to make their use understandable to the public may
mask serious problems. These are discussed below:

The Model of Education. Developing statistical causal relationships

requires at a minimut that a model of the educational process be identified:
Present technical progress basically supports linear models of elationships.
A model based on the familiar economic input-output notion has been generally

favored by educators, because technology has not advanced a better one. The
economic model can accommodate multiple causation with indicators added
incrementally. Models developed by the Chiefs and the Center for Statistics

both suggest an input-process-output model. Input includes such variables as
expenditures and class size: Process variables may include context and
policies: Examples of output variables are test scores and graduation rates.
Wﬁiié the models appear to be intuitively aéEE;iEEiQe, modern statistical

methods can support statistical 1inks as well.

While Some would ague that the additive statistical models could never
describe the nuances of behavisr that go into the educational process, still
others would point €o the research where traditional measures of imput when
statistically regressed on output produce equivocal results. Whether

intuitively or statistically, then, the links between input and output have
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model is made because there are few alternatives. There is a general
acceptance of the notion that schools operate like factories, where changes
and adjustments are made to the product over time and in the space of t he
school walls.

Statistical models have become ﬁe&éésary in educational compariéons
because of f£indings that differences, not attributable to the kind of
education received, separate the states and districts of this country. Thus,
if state A had an average score of 325 on "THE TEST® and state B had an
average score of 425, it can not be concluded that these differences are
attributed to the content of education alone. This forces those looking for a
model to identify appropriate indicators to reduce the differences
attributable to factors outside of the education process.

The value of the input-process-output model is that it provides many
points at which factors can influence the output. Differences at the input or
process level can influence output either directly or indirectly. The
critical requirement for the success of the mbééi; Soﬁéiéi, is to identify
those factors at any level of inclusion that reflect how learning really takes
place.

The Measures. Selection of indicators follows from the model. Each
indicator must be intuitively, paiiéicaiii and étaiigtiCEiiy imPOrtahi to the
model. Measures or indicators that are collected and found to be unrelated to
any portion of the model cast doubt on the model or the indicators. With
current methods, indicators which repeatedly demonstrate insufficient size of
relationship (not merely statistical significance) could be disregarded.

Evaluation and assessment staff members of the Northwest state departments of
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education have indicated that selection of appropriate indicators is key to
the long-term impact on policy making at the state and district levels. If
education in one state is found to be "less than average," the indicators
should be able to guide the improvement strategies.

Yet, at this §61n€, there seems to be some disagrééﬁiéni: on the potential
for a@bzobziaté indicators to be identified and collected. Of greatest
concern is that the indicators as now envisioned represent what can account
for the differences at the input level rather than what happens in the content
of the educational process: For example, neither of the natiomal projects
have identified operational measurements of teacher quality, the content of
the curriculum or teaching practice. Measures such as years in teaching,
degree status, salary or time spent in inservice training, tell us little of
What is going on in the classroom. These latter measures are highly related
and may or may not be related to more successful outcomes. Older teachers are
rewarded financially for higher degrees and automatically earn larger salaries
because of the Eﬁﬁiié Syaeem of Eak scales: Yet, recent studies of new
teachers suggest that the best teachers leave the system within the first Five
years of teaching (Schlectly and Vance, 1981, Vance and Schlechtly, 1982). If
this were the case for the last twenty years of educational history, one could
h&féH conclude that more experienced, hig’i’ér salaried teachers are "better®
than their younger colleagues:

Arother concern is that the measures collected should be ones that reflect

experienced teachers or more money per pupil have a large impact on education,
then the choices of states and districts are clear. If, however, the greater
magnitude of relationship is due to factors outside of educators® control
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(’socib;eéonoﬁig status; sex; ethnicity, family constellation), then the
utility of information on organizationai choices is weakened.

Definitions of tems already in use at the state and district level also
pose problems for a national indicator project. In the Northwest states, some
measure: 1In other states; funding is based on enrollment with definition and
collection of daily attendance varying from district to district.

The definition of dropout or its theoretical converse, graéuaiibh rate, is
widely variant across the six Northwest states. Most agree that a dropout is
one who leaves school prior to completion of the high school course of éi:uéy
and who does niot transfer to another school. Length of time from leaving to
transfer; counting seriously ill students; students who leave in the spring
and do not return in the fall, are all considerations with accompanying
variation in the definition. Of significant concern for some districts and at
least one Northwest state are the wide variations in enrollment caused by in-

or out-migration. If a simple comparison of ninth grade enrollment four years

prior is compared to the current 12th grade graduates, these districts or
states could have graduation rates of less than fifty percent.
Some states have pointed out the varying definitions in the categories of

special needs children. Prompted by lawsuits on the one hand and funding

criteria on the other, district and state staff report widely varying counts
of learning disabled, mentally handicapped and other special needs children,
suggesting that differences in classification present problems.

Fiscal data also suffer for lack of clear definition: Cost per pupil has
risen tremendously in the last decade;, yet the increasé is not believed o

have been generally applied at the classroom level. Walberg (1986) points out
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that less than one-third of the per pupil cost is attributed to classroom
teacher salaries: Thus; when costz have gone up; it has been difficult to
relate the increase to classrool results, €.G.s achievement gains:

pPata on class size are similarly difficult to compile or use for

comparisons. How a state handles special edqucation or other categorical

program students (self-contained, pull outs, mainstreaming or combinations)

affects and obscures class size reports. At best, the orgarization of special

education programs distorts the mean for class size statistics:

Definitional problems, of course, are not unsolvable: Consensus as to
definitions and their usage would be needed. Developing such a consensus;
however, is seen by some as posing difficulties ranging from the loss of a
longitudinal database (based on prior definitions) to requiring changes in
state laws.

Measurement technology presents problems as well: Some of the ®process®
measures identified with the effective schooling literature, and assumed to be
important, are the most difficult to operationalize and measure. For example,
techniques to measure engaged learning time require training of observers,

suffer from generally low reliability rates and introduce "experimenter”

effects in the measured classrooms.

The reliability and validity problems associated with self-reported
information are well understood 59 researchers and educators. Student reports
éﬁffér Erom ignorance or embarrassment (e.g., SES of f;;ii;) to exaggeration
(€.9., number of students recalling they took a geometry class). Yet many of
the proposed indicators require some self-reporting by students.

Whenever measures are used for rankings, performance or rewards, Ehé? are

vulnerable to corruption (Campbell, 1979). Instances of school discipline or
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vandalism, for example, could eisily fall prey to underreporting. Accurate
reporting can alsu be faulty because of the frame of reference of the

reporter. One piece of graffiti on a heavily scribbled wall may not seem worth

reporting in the mind of one administrator. Whiie, in another school,
significant enough to report.

7. Practical and Logistical Problems Threaten Accuracy

Issues of sampling, administration and scoring, exclusions and even Ehe
perceived burden of any testing and data gathering project impact the
desirability of the project and the accuracy cf the results. These will be
described below:

Test Cycle. Data burden is often related to tke time frames for testing.
Since many states and districts carcy on their own testing prograns,
additional testing to develop state compariscns will have £ Fit at times
other than when local or state testing is dome: Currently, two Northwest

states have winter testing and three have fall testing.
Scme states have indicated their preference for a national indicator
testing cycle of every other year (White Paper, 1986). However, if one
assumes that at least three data points are needed to establish a reliable

trend, then this option implies that it will be a minimum of Four years from
the first assessment before a trend can be observed:

Whether the test cycle is fall to spring or fall to fall impacts the
results of the testing, as well. Chapter 1 evzluators are familiar with :5 to
-7 standard deviation differences in fall to spring testing. But when testing

occurs only at each spring--seventh grade spring to eighth grade spring, for

example, differences of .l to .2 standard deviation units occur.
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Even order of presentation can affect results. In one state the math test
alvays followed the reading test, with poorer awerage scores reported for the
math testing. One year; the order of the tests was reversed with an increase
in math scores and decrease in reaéin'g' scores (Blust, 1986).

Repotting. It is clear that any national project will have to include
procedures and funding to address ré’portihg prbi;iéms. D”éiays in reporting of
edicational statistics have long been a sore point and major source of <

dissatisfaction for most users. National reporting of results that are three
to éive years old is easy to disregard: The newsworthiness of the SAT
comparisons certainly depends, in z.\ari:.’ on their recency.

saupling Prame. Saspling students in each state/district/school is the

current design of the planners for each of the national indicator projects.

Sampling has the appearance of a more cost effective aud less burdensome

procedure for students and test administrators. Whetber sampling represents
such cost savings over census testing is open to debate for the Northwest
states. A survey of evaluation and assessment directors in these states
indicated that lack of participation in a state NAEP process was due entirely

to costs--in some cases the projected cost greatly exceeded the cost of the
census testing of the state.

The issue of sampling may be related to who pays. Currently, large states

can receive data from the NAED siurveys indicating "state® results because
their population is So large that a sampling is sufficient to provide state

results (California and New York). In these cases, the federal government is
already paying for state results. Other states may be requested to

participate to provide the "state" sampling frame at additional costs.:
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In a related instance, sampling in states such as Alaska have been
attempted with the result that too large a p:cpo:iicn of the i)cp’i.xi&ﬁion was
needed to obtain a sample; thus, as a practical matter; census testing was
iﬁ@léhehtéa. In states ﬁi‘ei’é there ai'é only 6;000 to ;',000 students per gtééé
level, a sampling frame of 2,000 Eﬁy reduce the “randomness® of that strategy.

Samplirg may be problematic for entirely different reasons as well.
Whenever there are mixed levels of aggregation (i.e., individual test scores
to school/district or state) and group averages such as median ifnicome, percent

low income in the area) are collected; there is great potential to distort the
resulting analyses. In general, usiné data generated on the supposed group
(e.g., percent poverty in school district) when considered with individually
derived data has the result of magnifying that variable in the analysis

(Cronbach, 1976; Anderson, 1972). Cronbach (1976) cites the Abt

follow-through evaluation where three very different results were shown when
data at the pupil, class and school level were presented. In this context,

salary) probably will not provide useful information for either theorists or
practitioners: He argues that more useful information on context will come,

for example, when the variables that distinguish teachers who are paid more
are contrasted with those who are paid less.
Part of the problem associated with selecting a sampling frame rests on

‘e theory behind that collection: If a state is the frame of reference; then
it is assumed that education is somehow bounded by state factors =-- laws,
state curriculum, teacher salary schedule, teacher standards and so on: 1If a

provide education in a more or less bounded way through teacher selection,
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curriculum selection; salary and so forth: Similarly, sampling at the school
level would Suggest the school as the mediating force for achievement. The
sampling frame thus represents some theory of the appropriate unit Of
educational treatment.

A final problem associated with Siﬁﬁiiié for state or district céméarative
purposes is the pubiic attitude toward sémbiing. Most states have gone to
Censiis rather than sampling for state assessments, not mereiy because of the
éiaénoséic nature of the Eésiihg for individual students. One evaluation and

assessment director pointed out that there is still a public perception that
sambiiﬁé misses too many pecple. Evidently the iitérary Digest's 1936 Alf
Landon *victory® is pervasive.

g;éiﬁéiéﬁé; Whether sampling or census, sState educational tégting was
generally allowed for excluding certain classes of students from the testing

situation. Exclusions are usually made on the basis that the student is

sufficiently handicapped to be unable to adjust to the testing situation: In

addition, most states allow discretion at the test site to exciisa students for
reasons rahging from a recent death in the family to recent immigrant status.
This is where the similarity ends: Differences exist in the definition of

handicapped--from a student in a self-contained classroom all of the time to

one where the student is there a minority of time. New immigrants are excused
if tﬁéi have been in this country for a time period ranging from six months in
one state to 18 months or more in another:

Because of the varying éégréés of kahéiéappi’xﬁ conditions, it is very
difficult to develop with precision procedures that would uniformly be carried
out. It could be doubly difficult to gain consensus if the testing purpose

was viewed at the local level as one of accountability.
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Other classes of students such as private or home-schooled students are
excluded/included by state law. If private school gtuéénié, on average, are
even a small percentage above the public School students, then a state or
district could be advantaged or not in the resultant rank:

Standardization of Test Procedures: A major implication of plans to date

are that the test administration and actual data collection will be
decentralized. This differs from a process in which independent data
collectors, e.g., outside test administrators, are used. It has obvious
ééi’r&htég’és 1n distributing costs to less visible éaéié:s; e.g., usin’g’ éxisfing
state and local staff and thereby using less “project® supported funds.
ﬁdﬁé‘?ér; the extent to ﬁhzch the results will begin to have ;neanin’g and
engender action within states will depend on the credibility of the
administration and collection process. Using local staff has traditionaily

provided difficulties in ensuring standardization: Thus, there will be

pressure to move to external Sources if validity and reliability are concerns.
Data Burden. Whenever additional testing or data collection efforts are
considered, the issue of data burden is raised. Data burden becomes a policy

and technical issue when the data requests are perceived as invasive and not

national indicator project uses sampling procedures where district or school

level data is not reported back to that district or school, then students,

teachers and administrators may not feel responsible for the ultimate

outcome. Administrators generally acknowledge that too much testing occurs

that is not usefui for their school agenda. Anecdotal Gata from interviewing

students who knew they were representatives of a "sample,” indicated an almost

10 percent reduction in average scores for 17 year olds (Hill and Kahl, 1986).
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Most teachers and admiristrators feel overwhelmed by the paperwork
requirements of the categorical education and civil rights programs of the
federal government. As a former Chief State School Officer, Cronin (1986)

notes the burden of these requirements on the thousands of smailer districts:

He cites the confessions of some district/school officials who reported that

Data burden has often been cited by school districts who are routinely
selected because of their size or demographic éigniéicanbe in a state. One
major district in the South refused to participate in the SREB state
cowparisbﬁ brbiéct; ﬁégbtiaiibﬁ§ for the inclusion of one northern state were
aiééoﬁéiﬁééé when only 61 §é§ééﬁé of the selected districts agreed to
participate (Hill and Kahl, 1986). It is iﬁtéééséiﬁg to note that it is
ééﬁééiﬁé; Eﬁé éi;ééiéé; é; gfafes wifh the most COmpiéfe "local® iesting ﬁho
decline invitations for vbiﬁniary §ar£icipa£ion.

Student burden is also cited as a consideration for participation.
Students are tested for their course specific ithowieégé and may also be tested

for categorical; school; aistrict and state testing purposes. Student
motivation for participation and performance depends on the perceived value to

the student or his school/district/state.
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EXECUTIVE SUMHARY

It i§ clear that the general public has embraced the notion of a Wall
Chart or educational scoreboard comparing states educational pfééféﬁé:
Suggestions that such scores are not comparable or must be considered with

ﬁéﬁ? iuihﬁ(:;ﬁ;né are not viewed as sufficient g’tbﬁhas to aéﬁy the puBl:.E,
éiﬁbst for the first time, access to this information. The public demand for
this information is fueled by the general belief that schools have been SOft
on students and performance has plummeted: The increasing demands for more

money are not considered viable any more without a clear indication of what

the public is getting for its money.

Educators on the other hand are most conscious of the constraints
associated with educational progress. They are acutely aware that the outcome
of education is a function of the skills and motivation that tﬁé students
bring to the classroom, the teacher's ability to transfer and motivate student
learning, the curriculum design and the amount of effort expended by the

students. Much of the focus of the last several years to improve education

for all has rested on the assumption that students were provided unequal
access to skilled teachers, well=conceived curriculum and resources. The
redirection of resources and structures has not completely reduced the gap for
certain students: Thus, it is seen as unfair to compare areas with greater
numbers of unprepared students with others.

These cautions have led many educators to seek a fairer method of
comparing states or local educational agencies. One method has been to
consider a number of indicators of educational achievement; othecs have been

to consider factors that influence outcome and compare only states with
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similar types of students. These approaches are being conszdered by the U.S.

Department of Education throagh its Center for Statistics and within the
Council of Chief State School Officers. Each is examining potential

1nd1cators for use in comparmg schooi systems and Identxfymg factors

assocxateo wzth success. The 1mplementaron of a natxonal indicator process,

however, raises both polxcy and technzcai questxons whxch Impact the readxness

of the states to launch such a ?rojecr. Eheéé issues are summarized:
1. State or Local Goals for Education May Be Redirected:

o Poilcy makers and the general public -are more lxkely to be satxsfled
with single measures of outcomes. Educators need more extensive

information to understand how they can we improve. The information

educators need may come from the indicator project, locally developed

information or from the results of separate research studies.

o  Each state and local district has educational goals based on the
needs of its students. An emphasis on basic skills on the one hand,

or_higher order skills on the other, may redirect the curriculum and

teaching toward goals that are too easy or too difficult.

o Setting performance goais may be dxfficuit frum both practicai and

theoretical bases. Those at higher ends of the scale have little
room to move while those at the lower end may have an easier time

making gains. An overemphasis on meeting goals may encourage

corruption of the process and the products.

o The choice of a multiple form test producing a comprehensive profile

of learning within a_ curriculum area will potentially duplicate

exiéting state assessment program gozia.

2. The Potential Costs May Compete with Other Educational Goals

o The potentxal costs for any of the nationai indicator pro:ects aéé

minimally set at $100;000 per state.. The upper range has been

estimated at $500,000. Given the potentially limited scope of
comparative scores and the legitimate demands for state. funds, _

participation in the national. indicator project may take money frcm
existing state testing or educational programs. Federal support

and /or reduction in costs due to integrating state and national

efforts may alleviate the financial burden to the states.
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3.

6.

The factors associated with differences in educationai content are

frequently confounded with the differences among the student -
populations. Adjusting for or separating these into potentially
similar groupings suggest that differences among_entering students

are far more significant than any efforts to remove these differences

by the educational process.

nq-Tsrm Utility of the Indicator Process Presents Challeﬁéés

Developing a globaI or muiti-dimensionai measure of educatxonai

achievement for each state or district is potentially helpful if it
supports reasoned inquiry into the nature of the. educationai process

within the states. Howeve ; the potential "box score® could easily

change from year to year when compared to others, leaving the
analysts uncertain of what to do to improve or maintain, so as not to
fall in the rankings.

The Determination of the Unit of Analysis Presents Utility and
Practical Problems

Considering state averages on achxevement _measures has the effect of

leaving the local educational agency out of the process. While

common state 1aws. teacher standards and funding for standard

districts or even: schools could be even greater.,,Fnrther,, _

participating in information gathering that is not attributable to

one's particular school or district can easily make the process an

add-on to an already busy educational agenda.

The Hbdel and thc Hcasures Potentiaily Restrict the Collection and
Analysis of Information

The identification of a model of educational process and indicators
is_intended to simplify and guide understanding. If the measures are

collected that are not related to what happens in education, then the

analysis obscures rather than clarifies. There are questions in the

identification of the appropriate model to portray the educational

process as well as with the definitions and assessment of the

indicators associated with those modeils.
Data Burden Poses Problems to Those at the Local Level

ﬁany of the states, districts and schools already have numerous

testing programs to measure progress and diagnostically 1dent1fy
strengths and weaknesses. Purther testing; whether volunteer or

mandatory, Presents_ additional burdens to those administering the

tests and those taking them. Efforts with few perceived payoffs are
likely to be manipulated.
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o Uszng _an_ rnput-eutput model of educat:on both constraxns and is

constrained by related data collection.- ObServed differences are

likely to be population differences rather than educational
differences. When population differences are coutrolled for the
differences due to educational alternatives may be small or difficult
to aisentangle:

) With much ibcal and Sta*tz testing already goxng on at tie local

leVél, determining the optimai time for an addxtzonai testxng and

data collection effort presents problems. -Reporting resu.-s in a
timely fashion has not easily been accomplished ir the past and poses

questions of usefulness to those asked to participate:

o Sampizng is Intended to be a cost effectzve approach to census

testing. Choosing the appropriate level for sampling presents a
theoretical issiue as it Presupposes the boundary of treatment.
effects. _Sampling for state indxcators suggests that treatment occurs

represent dxstrxct factors.; Issues associated with varyzng levels of
aggregation pose issues of 1nterpretatzon.

o Standardzzatxon of termms; . procedures for testxng and collectzon of

data may require changes in state laws and additional expenditures

for training and monitoring.

As long as edicational accountablilify remains at the forefront of the
American educational agenda, and as long as obtaining cross=state comparisons
of student performance appears to answer the needs of critics and reformers
alike; the issues envisioned in iﬁbiementatibn can be accbmmoéateé by most
étateg. Careful attention to standardization of defxnitxons and collectxons,
installing complementary or integrated testing programs within the states, and
Providing interpretable feedback cn policy implications of the results will be

critical to the success of this new program.
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APPENDIX

DECISIONS POIN'I’S FOR NﬁTIWkﬁ ihﬁICkTOR PROCESS

The decxslons 1dentif1ed below wxll be made e1ther prxor to or after the

decision by each state to participate in the collection ¢f national indices of

educational performance. They are notflntended to be exhaustive but to
refiect the interrelationships among the decisions.

DECISIONS _IMPLICATIONS

Content of test Increase in depth and bresdth xmplxes,,

either longer testing or multiple forms;

increase in cost; greater understandlng

of curriculum strengths and weaknesses;
many scores rather-than single score:
potential for_ duplxcating existing state

assessment _programs; changing curriculum

sccpe and sequence; measuring tangential

, - _ouvtcomes.
Educational model Choice of model and measures of related
Measures variable will restrict_the_analysis to .

those choices: Measures are needed that

explain differences and are amenable to
manipulation. Potential irrelevant

factors; may require changes in state

laws in defining meagu -
Level of aggregation Will impact interpretatxon of
differences; Support by schooi and
—_— . districts _ — _
Test cycle wiil eitﬁér xnterfere or complement -

existing state and local testing cycles;

results reveals trends. state 1aws may
have t~ _be changed.- R .

Data burden Related to test cycle, sampling design;

, test content and state and local testing
e - decisions. —
Sampling design Will impact model of education. measures

coiiected. data buroen, interpretation of

Standardization of procedures Will impact cost; data burden; existing_
state laws;. (e.g.. E§ciu§ion§), triining
— of personnel,
Cost Will depend on test content. scale,

sanmpling - frame, test cycle, breadth of
information related to outcome, federai
= assistance. R
Set performance goals Some "have no place to ggflfgtggr find
challenge impossxbie, Process,may be

Long term utility o Will determine type of test, measures
collected1—4nterpretatxon, cost
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s Test
3 State
Developed

1 SAT

Developed

Math-
Reading

Math.
Reading
Writing
Basic Skills

Math
Reading
Science .
Socfal Stud.
Wrtg/ref skls

na No state Testing Program

n State
Developed

ngton  MAT

Reading
Math_
Writing

Math
Reading/ tang

TABLE 1

NORTHWEST STATE ASSESSMENT CHARACTERISTICS

frade

a,
4

Cad 184D |
e w

W W
.

- - Y- O
-

n
n
n
n
n

; 8, 10
.8, 10

Cycle
Bi;ihﬁuai
Winter

Annua) -
6, 8, 10 Fal
3 Spring

Annuai
Winter

Ao
Winter

Annua)
Fall

Populatton

Pirposes

Universe
@ 15,000

Universe
® 50,000

Universe
@ 30,000

Sample

@ 25,000

Universe
@ 110,000

Curriculum_improvement
Public accountability
Student dfagnos*ic *
Currfculum_{improvament
Public accountability
Student diagnostic *

Schoo) leve) improvement

Curriculum inprovenent
Public accountability
Student diagnostic *

Curriculum improvement
Public accountability

Curriculum improvement
Pub)fc accountabi) ity
Student Diagnostic *

drawn frow interviews with state Assessment and Evaluatfon staff, February and June 1986-

Cost
(Per stude
$50-60,000
($47studen

$200,000
($4/studeni

$46,000
($1.53/stuc

$100,00
($4/student

$150,000
($).36/stud

§§€7§{§§ﬁ§§éié shouid be interpreted to include placement or selection for Special programs as wel) as diagnostic informat
an individual students' specific fnstruction in a classroom.




